Since its emergence in the late 1980s, research on men and masculinity has expanded considerably into an established area at the intersection of sociology, gender studies and related disciplines. There is now a wealth of empirical research but the theoretical debates have largely centred on Connell's notion of hegemonic masculinity. This article focuses instead on the theoretical contribution of Jeff Hearn, arguably one of the central figures within critical studies on men and masculinities over the last few decades. The article identifies the main tenets of Hearn's theoretical writing and tracks its development over time, and offers a critical discussion of Hearn's theoretical position. The critique focuses on ambiguous treatments of central concepts and argues that tensions between perspectives such as materialist analysis, queer theory and intersectionality are not fully acknowledged in Hearn's work.
Introduction
Since its emergence in the late 1980s, research on men and masculinity has expanded considerably into an established area in the intersection of sociology, gender studies and related disciplines (Kimmel, Hearn, and Connell 2005; Flood et al. 2007) . There is now a wealth of empirical studies on the variety of 'men's practices' and the social construction of 'masculinities' across the world (e.g. Ruspini et al. 2011; Hearn, Blagojevic, and Harrison 2013) . It has thus been said that men and masculinity research is going through an 'ethnographic moment' (Connell 2000, 9) .
Theoretically, adaptations of Marxist theories to gender relations have been widespread and, in particular, Connell's theory of 'hegemonic masculinity' has been immensely popular (e.g. Connell 1995) . Theoretical debates have typically been concerned with issues such as the degree of criticality towards men's power and practices, the pros and cons of the concepts of 'men' and 'masculinities', and the application of hegemony theory to gender relations with a focus on men (e.g. Hearn 2004; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Hearn and Morrell 2012) .
At the same time, men and masculinity research has faced sustained criticism for a perceived failure to engage in satisfactory ways with the rich and complex developments of contemporary feminist theory that have occurred since the advent of poststructuralism (Petersen 1998; Whitehead 2002; Beasley 2005) . Chris Beasley has been the most articulate critic on this point, arguing that men and masculinity researchers tend to set up 'awkward couplings' (Beasley 2012, 752) between structuralist and poststructuralist traditions by employing the latter 'in an inexact, woolly or even muddled manner' (Beasley 2012, 751) , and 'with little or no attempt to explore how their different theoretical directions might be rendered compatible' (Beasley 2012, 757) .
Drawing on Beasley's critical attention to the use of feminist theory in masculinity research, this article turns to the work of Jeff Hearn, who is arguably one of the three most central figures in the founding generation of men and masculinity research, alongside Raewyn Connell and Michael Kimmel. Hearn's work encompasses many topics related to men and masculinity but my interest here primarily concerns his theoretical approach, which is relatively unexplored despite the publication of three theoretical monographs and several theoretical articles explicitly focused on men and masculinity. This article sets out to accomplish two things: first, it identifies some of the main tenets of Hearn's theoretical approach to men and masculinity and tracks the development of this approach over time; and second it offers a critique of the way different strands of feminist theory are brought together in Hearn's work, arguing that there is insufficient recognition of the tensions between them.
Jeff Hearn and critical studies on men
Starting in the 1980s, Hearn has, over the last 30 years, produced a large body of writing on men and masculinity including over a hundred peer reviewed articles and several single authored and co-edited books as well as many chapters in feminist anthologies. As he puts it at one point: 'I often write really fast' (Hearn 2012c, 184) . His writing spans a wide range of topics, with the key themes being organisation and management (Hearn and Parkin 1987; Collinson and Hearn 1996) , violence (Hearn 1998b; Burr and Hearn 2008; Hearn 2012a) , and comparative and transnational dimensions (Hearn and Pringle 2006; Ruspini et al. 2011; Hearn, Blagojevic, and Harrison 2013) but also including topics such as autobiography (Hearn 1983 (Hearn , 2012c , social policy (Hearn 2010) , militarism (Hearn 2013a) and methodology (Hearn 2013b) , among others.
In addition to these contributions to various aspects of men and masculinity, Hearn has been consistently concerned with theories of men and masculinity. Central here is the theoretical 'trilogy' consisting of The gender of oppression: Men, masculinity, and the critique of Marxism (Hearn 1987) , Men in the public eye: The construction and deconstruction of public men and public patriarchies (Hearn 1992a) , and the recent Men of the world: Genders, globalizations, transnational times (Hearn 2015) . There are also a range of theoretical articles, including 'Is masculinity dead?' (Hearn 1996) , 'The implications of critical studies on men' (Hearn 1997) , 'Theorizing men and men's theorizing' (Hearn 1998a) and 'From hegemonic masculinity to the hegemony of men' (Hearn 2004) .
Given this wealth of writing, there is relatively little critical discussion in the men and masculinities literature of Hearn's contribution, especially his theoretical ideas. Among books that survey the 'field', Edley and Wetherell offer a description of Hearn's early work (Edley and Wetherell 1995, 120-125) . Whitehead references Hearn on various issues but offers no specific discussion of his perspective (Whitehead 2002 ). Connell notes that Hearn's early writing 'builds an ambitious (but somewhat arbitrary) model of patriarchy, as an impersonal and complex structure of relations among men which manages the exploitation of women' (Connell 1995, 38) .
The only chapter-length treatment is provided by Ashe, who offers a careful overview of Hearn's writing (Ashe 2007) . She highlights Hearn's consistent emphasis on men's power and oppressive practices and the need to give a scholarly critique of these, while also noting that Hearn's preference for concepts such as 'gender class' tends to make other forms of inequality 'subsidiary to gender identities and gender power' (Ashe 2007, 141) . Similarly, Beasley charges that Hearn's emphasis on 'naming men as men' retains an investment in identities which puts him 'at some distance from [contemporary] feminist theorizing' (Beasley 2015, 572) . The present article contributes to this scholarly conversation by providing a more extensive treatment of Hearn's theoretical ideas. I will first address Hearn's views on materialism, which constitutes his theoretical starting point, and will then offer a critical discussion of his writing on poststructuralism, queer theory and intersectionality with a particular consideration of issues of compatibility.
Materialism vs. masculinity
I take this position to try to be more accurate, dare I say it, more scientific. Much social science is pre-scientific and many specific contributions still do not notice that men are gendered beings, socially constructed and reproduced, not just agendered, asexual, 'neutral' adults, citizens or people […] Many women and a relatively few men have noticed that men can, first, be gendered, and, second, studied in a different, more critical way (Hearn 2004, 51) .
The point of departure for Hearn's writing is that 'men' constitute the privileged category in gender relation and hence should be studied as such. From this follows the idea of 'Critical Studies on Men' (CSM), embodying a perspective best described as 'unreservedly, unapologetically, pro-feminist' (Hearn 1998b, 2) . The notion of 'pro-feminism' is inspired by the radical feminist definition of feminism as a movement by women and for women, according to which men can support but not be part of feminism. Men's task in gender studies is primarily the critical analysis of men's power and practices-as opposed to the interpretation of women's experiences. However, men 'cannot not be oppressors' (Hearn 1987, 167) and therefore '[m]en's actions against patriarchies are always problematic, always contradictory, always partial' (Hearn 1992a, 230-231) . These actions include CSM, which 'need[s] to be carefully monitored-to avoid creating a new power base for men, and a new way of ignoring or forgetting women [and] feminist work' (Hearn 2013b, 35) .
Hearn situates his work on men within a Marxist, materialist tradition of thought, from his first works to his recent issuing of a 'plea to return to the political and analytical terrain of dialectical materialist approaches to patriarchy' (Hearn 2015, 94) . This entails a focus on 'practice' and 'work' in a broad sense, with a critical eye to power relations. In Birth and afterbirth, he is concerned with the work done for children: 'while children may bring joy and love and fun, as well as anger and grief, the most important thing they bring is work' (Hearn 1983, 22) . Thus, work within the private domains constitutes, for Hearn, the material base of patriarchy where men as a 'gender class' oppress women. In contrast, the public domains are understood as patriarchy's superstructure: 'the creation of the public domains is a creation of men in order to wrest power from women in the private domains.
[…] Fundamental bases of these conflicts of power are biological reproduction, sexuality, nurture, and violence.' (Hearn 1992a, 21) From this perspective, the classical Marxist focus on production of goods and commodities is severely limited, as it withdraws fundamental areas of life-the reproductive work of the private domains-from critical analysis. Indeed, 'marxism is superficial materialism' (Hearn 1983, 44 ). Hearn's position here is closely linked to the tradition of Marxist and materialist feminism more broadly (e.g. Hartmann 1979 ). The one-sided focus on class is abandoned for a more complex analysis of gender and reproductive work, including the notion of 'gender class', whereas the discursive investments in a series of binary oppositions are retained: base/superstructure, materialism/idealism, and public/private domains.
It is against this backdrop that Hearn's discussion of the concepts of 'men' and 'masculinity' should be understood. Research on men and masculinity has been heavily influenced-perhaps even dominated-by Connell's theory of gender relations with its central concept of 'hegemonic masculinity' (Connell 1987 (Connell , 1995 . The 'hegemony' part of this theory has been extensively discussed (Donaldson 1993; Wetherell and Edley 1999; Demetriou 2001; Howson 2006; Beasley 2008 ). Hearn, however, takes issue not with the use of hegemony theory but rather with the concept of 'masculinity' and its popular derivate, the pluralised 'masculinities'. These concepts 'tend to divert attention away from material practices, whether in work, sexuality, violence or elsewhere, and away from a materialist or materially based analysis of gendered power relations' (Hearn 1996, 208) .
While many scholars have felt that the notion of 'masculinities' has been fruitful in highlighting not only the social construction of men and masculinity but also heterogeneity and power relations among and between men, thus opening up an avenue for more complex analysis than a single focus on gender only, Hearn remains unconvinced. Instead, in the 1996 article 'Is masculinity dead?' he offers a critical discussion and contends that it is 'generally preferable to move from "masculinities" back to "men". Accordingly, it is generally more accurate to refer to "men's practices" or "men's social relations" or "men's assumptions" or "beliefs about men" and so on' (Hearn 1996, 214) . In more recent texts, following the popularity of the concept of hegemony in masculinity research, the argument is rephrased by contrasting 'hegemonic masculinity' with 'the hegemony of men' (Hearn 2004 (Hearn , 2012a .
What is the rationale for preferring 'men' over 'masculinities'? The key point for Hearn, drawing on McMahon, is that 'masculinity' is considered a form of idealism, so that men's practices become 'the result of, or the expression of, masculinity ' (McMahon 1993, 690-691; cited in Hearn 1996, 207) . In other words, focusing on shifting definitions of masculinity leaves unspecified how these cultural meanings relate to men's material practices, which are after all the prime concern of materialist analysis. Given the centrality of this argument in Hearn's work, it is perhaps surprising that at times he nevertheless concedes that 'masculinities' in fact 'remains the shortest way to refer to how men act, think, believe and appear' (Hearn and Pringle 2006, 7) . There is thus some inconsistency regarding the concept of 'masculinities' which is sometimes defined in terms of a strict opposition between cultural meanings and material practices, whereas at other times it functions as useful shorthand for various things associated with men. Thus, it is not clear whether the latter position should be understood as an unfortunate anomaly in Hearn's work, or if it instead undermines the whole men-over-masculinity argument.
Radical feminism meets poststructuralism and queer theory?
Hearn's commitment to a critical materialist analysis of men's practices is clear. But that is not the end of the story. On the contrary, what is striking about Hearn's work is the constant engagement with emerging discussions in feminist theory. Whereas Hearn's work in the 1980s is clearly situated within the materialist feminisms of its time, Men in the public eye marks a shift towards a concern also with more deconstructionist forms of analysis (Hearn 1992a) . A new emphasis on multiplicity is introduced, and accordingly the notion of patriarchy is multiplied: 'there are effectively lots of patriarchies, dominated by different types of men, operating simultaneously, overlapping, interrelating, contradicting' (Hearn 1992a, 3) . Not only are there multiple and interrelating 'patriarchies' in this account, but each 'patriarchy' is itself made up of a range of heterogeneous elements, namely 'sets of social structures; series of social processes, qualitative changes, discourses, signs, and symbolizations; patterns of agency, psyche and praxis' (Hearn 1992a, 93) . This is a description reminiscent of Deleuze and Guattari's notion of 'assemblage' as a material arrangement of heterogeneous elements (Deleuze and Guattari 2004) . This is not a connection made in Hearn's work, but it could be worthy of more investigation, given some recent interest in analysing masculinity with Deleuzean thought (Hickey-Moody and Laurie 2015).
Moreover, Hearn's new emphasis on multiplicity is extended to the use of theoretical perspectives, and he suggests that 'single perspectivism and anti-feminism may go hand in hand' (Hearn 1992a, 2) . Thus, he recommends engaging with multiple and plural perspectives in the critical study of men, a pursuit he describes as a 'plural and composite approach' (Hearn 1998a, 806) . More recently, Hearn has commented on queer theory (Hearn 2009 ), discussed intersectionality (Hearn 2011) , and written about transnationalism (Hearn, Blagojevic, and Harrison 2013; Hearn 2015 )-all in relation to men. I will now consider Hearn's treatment of queer theory and intersectionality and then return to the more general question of compatibility.
In order to understand the tensions involved in Hearn's encounter with queer theory, I think it is useful to consider his work in relation to other work on men and masculinity inspired by radical feminism. In radical feminism, gender is defined in terms of inequality, so that there is no meaning to the terms 'men' and 'women' beyond dominance and subordination (e.g. MacKinnon 1989). Hence, masculinity scholars informed by radical feminism are less inclined to appreciate the notion of masculinities in the plural, as suggested by Connell and others. Stoltenberg's book The end of manhood is a case in point (Stoltenberg 2000) . Here, 'manhood' is defined as oppressive behaviour towards women, which stems from men's wish to be evaluated by other men as having a credible 'manhood act', or in other words as performing masculinity convincingly. Acts of oppression are thus inherently linked to claiming 'manhood' status. Men and masculinity are defined in terms of oppression, and hence the task for men of conscience becomes to refuse to be a man altogether. To the extent that conflict between 'manhood acts' and other kinds of action is emphasised, radical feminists unwittingly end up with a more poststructuralist account of men's subjectivity as heterogenous (Berggren 2014 Here, Schwalbe is explicit about the conflict between the radical feminist idea that masculinity is inherently wrong no matter what and the deconstruction of gendered norms of intelligibility advanced by queer theory and transgender studies (Stryker 2006) . He acknowledges that transmen's claim to be recognised as men constitutes a threat to the radical feminist analysis that masculinity is inherently bad even when it is good (gentle, inclusive, etc.). Having outlined this conflict so explicitly, Schwalbe surprisingly does not abandon the essentialist tendencies of the radical feminist analysis but instead defends a transphobic position which is ultimately rooted in biological determinism with reference to 'reproductive anatomy' (Schwalbe 2014, 145 )-as if Gender Trouble never happened (Butler 1990) .
Hearn is clearly a more sophisticated scholar than both Stoltenberg and Schwalbe. For instance, in a review of Schwalbe's book, Hearn asserts that it is too definitive (Hearn 2016 ). Yet, in some ways their analyses of men and masculinity share important elements of the radical feminist tradition. Similarly to Stoltenberg and Schwalbe, Hearn argues against the notion of masculinities in the plural and prefers to focus on men's oppressive practices. He also entertains the idea that men and masculinity should not be reformed but rather 'abolished' (Hearn 2012b) . Moreover, in his recent work co-authored with Hall, Hearn employs the very concept of 'manhood acts' with reference to Schwalbe (Hall and Hearn 2017) .
Hence, with these affinities to radical feminism, it is not surprising that Hearn is not very enthusiastic about queer theory. At some points, he distances himself from queer theory.
For example, he reports being positive about a range of labels regarding research on gender issues, including 'Gender Studies, Feminist Studies, Women's Studies […] but not too Queer Studies' (Hearn 2009, 285) . In a similar fashion, he writes that he is 'cautious about queer and transgender as a way forward' (Hearn 2009, 282) . Considered in the light of the trans* exclusionary politics found in much radical feminism writing, such as that of Schwalbe discussed above (with some important exceptions, see Williams 2016), Hearn's claim of being 'cautious about queer and transgender' does not sound very reassuring. However, in Hearn's writing there are also examples of him taking a more sympathetic position towards queer theory and trans* embodiment. In 2015, he explicitly states that he does not 'assume a cisgender construction of men' (Hearn 2015, 5) . Unfortunately, he does not offer any substantive discussion of how this fits with the claim that men as a gender category should be abolished. Despite his very problematic take on trans* issues, Schwalbe is at least explicit about acknowledging the conflict between the different ways of theorising men and masculinity in radical feminism as opposed to queer theory and transgender studies. In contrast, Hearn's politics are perhaps more inclusive but his analysis of the tensions between the different perspectives he employs is less developed.
While sometimes distancing himself from queer perspectives, at some points Hearn nevertheless embraces analysis which is more attuned to queer theory. He argues against the idea that sexuality can be captured in terms of stable categories: 'heterosexuality isn't just normal or natural but […] socially constructed' (Hearn 1992b, 165) and moreover, argues that 'men carry around […] diverse sexual elements; indeed my daily experience confirms this' (Hearn 1992b, 167) . This argument is more in line with queer theory's deconstruction of hegemonic heterosexuality and of presumably stable sexuality categories (Sedgwick 1985; Butler 1990) .
Moreover, in a recent text, Hearn lists queer studies among the sources of influence on his 'hegemony of men' framework (Hearn 2012a, 10) . It is therefore difficult to assess to what extent Hearn belongs to the radical feminist school with its essentially negative definition of men and masculinity, often with transphobic consequences, and to what extent he has instead opted for a more inclusive queer and trans* position.
Thus, similarly to the treatment of 'masculinities' discussed above, his position on queer theory seems to oscillate between proximity and distance. This is a pattern which recurs also in relation to intersectionality, to which I will now turn.
'Even the founding fathers': on intersectionality
Intersectionality has been the most circulated of a number of terms stressing that gender relations are thoroughly embedded within, mutually constituted by, interrelated with, interdependent on and that intersect with at least race, class and sexuality (Anthias and Yuval-Davis 1983; Hill Collins 1990; Crenshaw 1991) . Intersectional analysis has been developed primarily out of antiracist feminisms in different contexts, offering a significant challenge to the implicit whiteness and middle classness of 'gender-only' forms of feminist analysis.
Hearn's writing displays a significant ambiguity in relation to intersectionality. On the one hand, since the mid 1990s he has pointed out the need to take other sets of power relations into account when studying men (Hearn and Collinson 1994) . On the other hand, his conceptual framework, with concepts such as 'gender class', clearly privileges gender relations (Ashe 2007, 141) . Tellingly, the only time Fanon is mentioned in Hearn's work (Hearn 1998b, 208) , it is to suggest an analogy between colonisers-colonised and men-women, not to discuss the power relations between white men and black men which is after all the explicit focus of Black skin, white masks (Fanon 2008) . Hearn writes that 'one might consider combinations of social divisions and oppressions such as the situation of young black men or older gay men' (Hearn 1996, 211 )-but although his own concerns are primarily with white, heterosexual, able-bodied, middle-class men, it is generally only the 'men' aspect which is explicitly theorised in his work.
In 2011, the anthology Framing intersectionality was published, gathering together classical texts as well as current debate on intersectionality (Lutz, Vivar, and Supik 2011) . In this book, Hearn contributes with a chapter discussing intersectionality in relation to men and masculinity (Hearn 2011) . However, by omitting important works on masculinity that take racial relations seriously (e.g. Frosh, Phoenix, and Pattman 2002) , the chapter gives the impression that intersectionality does not have any significant implications for work on men and masculinity. Intersectionality is instead turned into a catch-all phrase which could mean anything and therefore nothing:
Distinctions on historical periodising of patriarchy, other versions of gender systems, multiple arenas and structures, and pluralizing of patriarchy to patriarchies can also be understood as debates on intersectionalities […] The move from private to public patriarchy can be viewed as also one from the intersections of family, age, generation, sexuality and work, with gender, to intersections of work, class, employment, occupation, and organisation with gender (Hearn 2011, 91 ).
This way of uncoupling the concept of intersectionality from the critique of race and racism as constitutive of gender relations which it was in part designed to highlight has also received strong criticism from intersectional scholars (Hill Collins 2009; Crenshaw 2011; Bilge 2013 ). More recently, Hearn has re-described Marx, Weber and Durkheim as intersectional theorists: 'Even the "founding fathers" of sociology addressed what might now be called intersectional relations' (Hearn 2015, 86 ). This may not only be considered an erasure of the history of intersectional thought within sociology, from Anna Julia Cooper in the nineteenth century and onwards (Cooper 2005) ; but also a foreclosure of the possibility that an intersectional approach could contribute anything important to the critical study of men, since intersectionality is basically old news. This is in contrast to recent debates on the value of bringing an intersectional approach to the study of men and masculinity (Berggren 2013; Christensen and Jensen 2014) .
At times, Hearn thus emphasises the importance of theorising differences between men but at other times he sticks to concepts firmly associated with gender-only analysis. At times, he embraces the concept of intersectionality, but broadens it perhaps beyond recognition, but at other times he does not recommend it: 'intersectionalities [sic!] should be treated with caution; in some uses, they may be part of contemporary hegemonic ways of obscuring gender, men and men's power' (Hearn 2015, 94) . In relation to all three aspects discussed so far-masculinities, queer theory, and intersectionalityHearn's writing is characterised by a certain ambiguity where he oscillates between embracing and critiquing central concepts. His theoretical engagement with different theoretical traditions including dialectical materialism, deconstruction, queer theory and intersectionality also raises the more general question of compatibility between theoretical perspectives, to which I will now turn.
The question of compatibility
The problem of compatibility between perspectives first arises for Hearn in Men in the public eye (Hearn 1992a) . This is where materialist perspectives are first confronted with more deconstructive strands of theory. It is also here that Hearn most extensively discusses the issue of compatibility between perspectives. In a sense, the discussion elaborated here then constitutes the foundation for Hearn's later and successive incorporation of, or at least engagement with, many different feminist theoretical perspectives.
The discussion starts by contrasting two different perspectives. The first perspective is described as 'more modernist and more categorical in its references to "men", including "men" as a class [and] theorizes patriarchy in terms of reproduction, in its variety of uses' (Hearn 1992a, 89) . The second perspective is 'more postmodernist and less categorical in tone […] a means to deconstructing "men" and "masculinities" […] In this view, there are no essences, no grand narratives, no categories-only significations, references, locations, and sites within discourses' (Hearn 1992a, 90) . But how do these perspectives relate to each other? 'Now, are these two approaches reconcilable or irreconcilable?' (Hearn 1992a, 90) .
For Hearn, to treat these theoretical perspectives as simply at odds with each otherdrawing on different philosophical assumptions and leading to two different and incompatible accounts-is too simplistic a solution because both perspectives are relevant and demand to be taken into serious consideration: 'they are both here now' and as such 'relevant to the understanding of men's domination and power' (Hearn 1992a, 90) . On the contrary, Hearn suggests that they describe different but partial aspects and argues that these need to be 'added on to each other to gain a "full(er) picture"' (Hearn 1992a, 90-91) . In Hearn's view, these different aspects are conceptualised as 'the cultural' and 'the reproductive', and he concludes that they both operate within the context of each other, as well as constitute each other: 'the cultural is reproductive' and 'the reproductive is cultural' (Hearn 1992a, 91) .
What is to be made of this argument? I would argue that the central move is the reformulation of two rather different ways of thinking about power and categories into merely two sets of aspects of reality, which can then in a second stage be brought together as complementary. Moreover, the distinction between the reproductive and the cultural bears a striking resemblance to the classical Marxist distinction between 'base' and 'superstructure' or between 'economy' and 'culture'. Thus, the bridging of materialist and deconstructive ways of thinking begins to look more like no bridging at all, but instead appears as a materialist appropriation or incorporation of deconstructive language. Certainly no poststructuralist, intent on deconstructing binary oppositions such as base-superstructure, would agree with the description of poststructuralist theory as 'merely cultural', as Butler aptly put it (Butler 1998) . I would thus suggest that Hearn's treatment of poststructuralist or deconstructive feminist theory becomes liable to one of the dangers he himself lists when it comes to studying men: the danger of 'citing feminist work and then continue with the study of men without following through the implications of that work' (Hearn 1997, 50) .
This danger is not limited to his 1992 discussion: it also takes on a new significance in his recent work, and in particular the 2015 book Men of the world. Here, new acquaintances appear, such as 'cisgender', 'STS', and 'new materialism'-but still alongside the notion of men as a 'true class' (Hearn 2015, 3-7) . Bodies are now even described as 'a site of intensities' (Hearn 2015, 102 )-albeit with no reference to Deleuze, nor to any feminist scholars working with Deleuze, such as Rosi Braidotti or Claire Colebrook (Braidotti 1994; Buchanan and Colebrook 2000) .
Hearn's recent work thus seems to continue his previous efforts at bringing together perspectives that are 'here now'. However, since there is insufficient discussion on how such very different theoretical perspectives could fit together-or more plausibly, might not fit very well together at all-the resulting 'composite approach' seems to me to become less convincing the more perspectives are added. Thus, my analysis of Hearn's composite approach to theorising men and masculinity confirms Beasley's critical discussion of how masculinity researchers bring together different theoretical perspectives in less convincing ways (Beasley 2012 (Beasley , 2013 (Beasley , 2015 .
Conclusions
This article has been concerned with Hearn's theoretical approach to men and masculinity, which, surprisingly, has been little discussed in the men and masculinities literature. I have shown that Hearn's work takes materialist feminism as its starting point and that his preference for 'men' over 'masculinity' is based on a Marxist materialist/idealist dichotomy. Hearn's subsequent theoretical work is characterised by a continuous engagement with emerging debates in feminist theory. I have argued that Hearn's position is characterised by a certain ambiguity in relation to key theoretical concepts, such as masculinities, queer theory and intersectionality, which are sometimes critiqued but at other times embraced. Moreover, I have offered the criticism that Hearn's only explicit discussion of compatibility between perspectives too quickly rushes to the conclusion that structuralist and poststructuralist perspectives are readily compatible. The tendency to bring different feminist perspectives together without sufficient critical discussion of their tensions is taken even further in his recent work, which names STS and new materialism without due discussion of how such approaches could be rendered compatible with ideas of men as a 'true class' and similar Marxist notions which have still not disappeared. Thus, while Hearn's work has been profoundly important in consolidating what is now often called Critical Studies on Men and Masculinities (CSMM), I find his theoretical position to be not fully consistent. My analysis of Hearn's approach thus supports Beasley's more general claims about how masculinity researchers tend to combine structuralist and poststructuralist modes of analysis in problematic ways (Beasley 2012 (Beasley , 2013 (Beasley , 2015 .
What is perhaps most valuable for CSMM in Hearn's work, though, is the dual ambition of 'naming men as men' and simultaneously deconstructing the category of men. I argue that masculinity research should embrace this maxim but without necessarily trying to reconcile every single different perspective that is making its mark in feminist theory. Indeed, now that Connell's theory of hegemonic masculinity is perhaps losing some of its hegemonic status in CSMM (e.g. Pascoe 2007; Berggren 2014; Hickey-Moody and Laurie 2015; Ward 2015) , what is needed in the coming years might be a sustained effort to think carefully about what becomes possible and not, through the use of different theoretical perspectives.
